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BOOK REVIEWS

More serious, the actual relevance of the phrase itself, "the land of unlikeness," to
these works is not convincingly demonstrated. This is quite simply because few
reflect it directly. Dahlberg is thus forced to fall back on the evidence of "parallel
ideas" to argue his point. For example, few readers would deny that Beowulfexplores,
among others, the theme of kingship, of the relationship between the two worlds
of the public political life and the inner private one, yet readers are led by a circuitous
route through Plato, Pseudo-Cyprian, and others in Dahlberg's attempt to explain
the two spheres in terms of Augustine's metaphor. In the discussion of Chretien's
Chevalier de la charrette, Dahlberg starts with the undeniable images of topsy-turvy
in Arthur's court, in Logres, and in Gorre but then disappointingly wanders off
into the realm of implication and tenuous connection with Cistercian "land of
unlikeness" images of forest, water, and wilderness. The analysis of the Roman de
la rose and its "garden of unlikeness" takes a rather different direction. Here,
Dahlberg explores a "stylistic consequence" of Augustine's metaphor: the creation
of a contradicting "self' that takes the form of a first-person voice containing all
the poem's other voices. What follows makes for rewarding reading, and the parallels with Augustine are more convincing, perhaps because the shadow of the
Confessions as a whole looms larger. With the chapter on Chaucer's Troilus, however, we return to shakier ground. Dahlberg states that in Chaucer the "use of first
person reflects in its stylistic variations the ambiguities of the land of unlikeness'.'
(125). The verb rtjlectsshould surely be replaced by the phrase is similar to. For this
reviewer, Augustine's image of the world as a "land of unlikeness" fraught with
ambiguities is no more than "similar to" the worlds of Beowulf, Lancelot, Troilus,
and the poet-narrators of the other works discussed by Dahlberg. But then, to
recognize an underlying, more direct relationship, one that connects such a wide
and diverse range of works, is to accept Dahlberg's concept of an "underlying
coherence of outlook" in medieval literature. Such a concept, in the light of
today's developments in literary criticism, is becoming increasingly difficult to
maintain.
Brenda M. Hosington
Universite de Montreal
Henry Ansgar Kelly, Tragedy and Comedy from Dante to Pseudo-Dante, University
of California Press, 1989.
Why did Dante Alighieri call his longest poem a comedy? H . A. Kelly's impressively documented monograph - divided into seven short chapters, three erudite
appendixes, and two helpful indexes - seeks primarily to address this conundrum
that has perplexed scholars for centuries. (Kelly concludes, on page 72, that "Dante
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himself discriminated between tragedy and comedy primarily on the basis of style
and subject matter, ... comedy having middle or low style and an undisclosed
subject mater.") But other critical issues quickly surface and are forthrightly addressed as well: Do the poet's indisputably authentic writings offer the only valid
clues to solving the problem? (No, early commentary tradition is instructive.) What,
then, are scholars to make of the rationales given by contemporary, fourteenthcentury interpreters of the Commedia? (Their evidence must be weighed against
Dante's own writings.) And most perplexing of all, what credence, if any, should
we give to the controversial Letter to Can Grande? (Dante did not write it; therefore, its information must no longer be privileged.) Kelly's response to the last
query will undoubtedly generate the most interest in his findings and will be the
focus of concern in this brief review.
A generation of American Dante scholars for the most part has either tacitly
accepted or openly embraced Charles S. Singleton's assumption, recorded in Dante
Studies I (1954), that Dante composed the Letter to Can Grande, which insists on a
fourfold allegorical interpretation of the Commedia. But recent independent
analyses of the Can Grande letter's prose rhythms by Peter Dronke (Dante and
Medieval Latin Traditions, 1986), Ralph G. Hall and myself (Lectura Dantis 5
[Fall 1989]), and now Professor Kelly have shown, via scrutiny of cursus patterns, that
Dante almost certainly did not propose or exalt the fourfold allegorical interpretation as the key to his major work. Some American Dantists whose belief in the Can
Grande letter's authenticity is a matter of printed record have reacted bitterly to
the news, even preferring ad hominem attacks to an examination of the letter's
clausulae. To those willing to approach the subject open-mindedly, Kelly presents
what I hail as indisputable clausular and statistical evidence of the letter's forgery
(see especially appendixes 2 and 3) and pleads that we "put behind us the gropings
in the dark encapsulated in the spurious Epistle to Cangrande . . . and return to Dante
himself' (76) .
Kelly's ambitious review of the early commentators - including Guido da
Pisa, Jacopo della Lana, Jacopo and Pietro Alighieri, Andrea Lancia, Alberigo da
Rosciate, Guglielmo Maramauro, Giovanni Boccaccio, Benvenuto da lmola,
Francesco da Buti, the Anonimo Fiorentino, and Filippo Villani - demonstrates
that much pertinent information about Dante's age remains to be gleaned from
such sources. Furthermore, it shows that Kelly's remarkable knowledge of Dante
commentators of the trecento ranks with that of Robert Hollander and Luis JenaroMacLennan.
Although Tragedy and Comedy from Dante to Pseudo-Dante is not always as
cogently argued as I would have hoped, nor as convincing as it could have been in
its conclusions about the number of hands involved in the Letter to Can Grande, the
study nevertheless marshals a marvelous array of erudition in its 134 pages. I believe
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it should be required reading for all Dante scholars, but especially for Singletonians
or anyone with a mania for allegorizing each verse of the Commedia.
Madison U. Sowell
Brigham Young University
A.

J. Pollard,

The Wars ofthe Roses, St. Martin's Press, 1988.

For many Americans, the image of the so-called Wars of the Roses is that
found in Shakespeare's plays. It is one of violent dynastic civil war in which the
Lancastrian and Yorkist branches of the royal family destroy each other to be replaced by the house of Tudor. Shakespeare's portrayal had come from the Yorkist
explanation of the fifteenth century as an era of anarchy begun by Henry iv's
deposition of Richard II in 1399. While writers, since the fifteenth century, have
examined the Wars of the Roses, only in the past thirty years have the wars come
under intense scrutiny; This recent scholarship forms the foundation for A. J.
Pollard's u2-page essay. The focus of Pollard's consideration of these wars is political; he dearly points out that he is not writing either a military or cultural
history; however, this actually does not exclude these subjects from his discussion.
In five chapters, Pollard examines the wars' historiography, conduct, causes,
magnitude, and aftereffects.
Much of the wars' historiography has been centered on the two topics of their
cause or causes and their impact on fifteenth-century England. Edward IV's characterization of the first sixty years of the century as a period of anarchy arising from
Richard n 's deposition became the core of historical interpretation of the wars
until the 1870s. At the center of this anarchy was dynastic factional civil war. Beginning with J. R. Green in 1874, some historians started to point out that large
segments of the society appeared to have been unaffected by the factional strife
around them. In this century a mountain of historical studies treating the wars has
welled up to assist as well as confront today's students of the period. While present
historians debate the size, character, and impact of the wars, they agree on usit?-g
the term "Wars of the Roses," on not using "Lancastrian" and "Yorkist" to describe the political factions of the day, on discussing the wars as political history,
and on viewing the period 1450-1530 as having a unity.
For Pollard the Wars of the Roses are two in number. The first war had two
stages, 1459-64 and 1469-71, in which the Lancastrian and Yorkist branches of the
royal house fought to control the throne. The second war, 1483-87, pitted York and
Tudor in a struggle for the throne. Both wars included private vendettas (many of
which were outside the royal family's feuds), dynastic conflict, and factional strife
between the "ins" and the "outs." Although all three of these characteristics came

